
THEODORE M. DAVIS, ESQ. 
172 FIFTH AVENUE 
 

PMB # 178 
 
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK  11217 
 

tel. (718) 789-6789 
cel. (917)  916-6789 
fax. (718)  399-7086 
www.tdavislaw.com 

April 9, 2008 

Via E-Mail to rule-comments@sec.gov 

Ms. Nancy Morris 
Secretary 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
100 F Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20549 

Re: File No. SR-FINRA – 2007-021 

Dear SEC, 

I am an attorney in Brooklyn, New York who has practiced in the field of securities arbitration 
since 1998. I am a member of the Public Investors Arbitration Bar Association (but my 
comments are not intended to reflect those of the organization as a whole, or, of its individual 
members) and I submit my comment on the above-captioned proposed rule as follows: 

(1) I support FINRA’s efforts to eliminate abusive pre-hearing dispositive motion practice. 
Investor-claimants are entitled to a hearing in mandatory arbitrations administered by the 
securities industry. Arbitration is a creature of contract, and the parties agree to submit these 
disputes to forums of equity. Investor-claimants are, in nearly all circumstances, precluded from 
submitting their disputes to court, where their claims could instead be heard publicly by a jury of 
their peers, with extensive discovery mechanisms and a reasonable chance for successful appeal 
when a finder of fact renders an unfavorable decision. 

Arbitration, while designed to be more expedient than court proceedings, is a less formal, 
equitable proceeding where investor-claimants are not afforded the benefits of civil litigation. It 
has been my experience that respondent brokers routinely abuse this mandatory arbitration 
process by inserting dispositive pre-hearing motions that serve to mislead arbitration panels, 
needlessly delay arbitration proceedings, and greatly escalate investor-claimants’ arbitration 
costs. And, should an investor-claimants’ case be dismissed before a hearing, their chances of 
successfully vacating a pre-hearing motion to dismiss are slim to none.  

However, while I laud FINRA’s efforts to eliminate abusive pre-hearing dispositive motions, I 
am skeptical that this proposed rule may instead deliver into the forum a Trojan horse of codified 
motion practice, whereby respondents may guild themselves with the imprimatur of SEC 
approval to assault investor-claimants and unsuspecting arbitration panels with motions to 
dismiss during – or at the conclusion of - arbitration hearings. If the proposed rule enables 
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respondents to file their rote motions to dismiss at the conclusion of an investor-claimant’s case, 
it is likely that arbitration hearings shall need to be continued (weeks, if not months later) 
protracting ultimate resolution, and, inflating costs in this equitable arbitration process. 
Moreover, such motions by respondents shall divert an arbitration panel’s attention away from 
the important issues that had been vigorously argued at the scheduled arbitration hearings, 
creating a subsequent responsive hearing in which respondents advocate anew, as if they are 
claimants to the proceeding.  

If this be the result of passage of SR-FINRA-2007-021, then I vote NO.   

(2) SIFMA’s April 7, 2008 comment to the proposed rule is misleading, inaccurate, and 
harmful. Clearing firms owe a legal duty to their clients. Investor-claimants are third party 
beneficiaries of clearing agreements between introducing and clearing firms. While SIFMA has 
cited nine (9) arbitrations where claimants have agreed to voluntarily dismiss their claims against 
clearing firms, it does not indicate whether any of these voluntary dismissals were the result of 
pre-hearing settlements, nor does SIFMA proffer any evidence that clearing firms are routinely 
named as respondents to FINRA proceedings.  

SIFMA’s comment states that “…the clearing firm is often dragged into the fray.”. According to 
FINRA’s Dispute Resolution Statistics, since 1994, over 80,000 arbitration cases have been filed. 
SIFMA, how many arbitrations have listed clearing firms as respondents? Show the SEC and the 
investing public verified numbers that support SIFMA’s statement that clearing firms are often 
dragged into the fray. 

Clearing firms may be listed as respondents in arbitrations where the introducing broker has been 
delisted from FINRA membership because of Enforcement actions, and because FINRA’s own 
arbitration web page warns investors: “Caution. When deciding whether to arbitrate, bear in 
mind that if your broker or brokerage firm goes out of business or declares bankruptcy, you 
might not be able to recover your money-even if the arbitrator or a court rules in your favor. 
Over 80 percent of all unpaid awards involve a firm or individual that is no longer in 
business”. 

It is in those circumstances that clearing firms are the only viable arbitration entity left standing. 
And, notably, but for the crucial activities of clearing firms, miscreant brokers and broker-dealers 
would not have been able to trade and abuse investor holdings. 

To permit and encourage FINRA clearing firms to continue to file pre-hearing motions to 
dismiss would promote abusive arbitration practice that controverts established FINRA 
arbitration awards, and, legal precedent. Clearing firms have, in fact, been held liable in 
arbitration and civil proceedings. Importantly, but not exclusively, the SEC should take note of 
FINRA Arbitration Award 04-04259 (Kostoff vs. Vincent Cervone, Yankee Financial, and Fleet 
Securities, Inc) in which an arbitration panel awarded an investor-claimant compensatory 
damages of $114,375.10; punitive damages in the amount of $500,000; interests; costs; and, 
attorneys fees solely against a clearing firm. And, in the 11th Circuit, the clearing firm’s motion 
to vacate was denied, and the arbitration award was confirmed, by the Honorable James D. 
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Whittemore of the United States District Court, Middle District of Florida (see, Case No. 8:05
CV-1341-T-27TGW, and, CASE No. 8:05-CV-1727-T-27TGW). These decisions are matters of 
public record. 

Sadly, Claimant Kostoff died before the arbitration award was confirmed by the District Court 
Judge. SIFMA’s request to permit and encourage clearing firms to submit dispositive motions 
would also result in the death of the important arbitration legacy established by Claimant 
Kostoff. 

Discovery is crucial for an investor-claimant to obtain documents and information by which a 
clearing firm can be found to have exceeded its routine and ministerial clearing function. Pre-
hearing motions to dismiss unquestionably undermine an investor-claimant’s ability to build a 
case to submit before an arbitration panel at a full hearing on the merits whereby a clearing firm 
may rightfully be held liable for an investor-claimant’s losses. Accordingly, the SEC should give 
no weight to SIFMA’s comment.  

Respectfully submitted, 

-THEODORE M. DAVIS, Esq. 
172 Fifth Avenue 
PMB 178 
Brooklyn, NY 
11217 
(718) 789-6789 
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For Release: Wednesday, September 26, 2007 

Contacts: Nancy Condon (202) 728-8379 


Sarah Bohn (202) 728-8988 

FINRA Board Approves Rule to Limit 
Motions to Dismiss in Arbitrations  

Washington, DC — The Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) announced today 
that its Board of Governors approved rule amendments designed to limit significantly the 
number of dispositive motions - more commonly known as motions to dismiss -- filed in its 
arbitration forum and to impose strict sanctions against parties who engage in abusive motions 
practices. 

"In many instances dispositive motions were being used to needlessly delay arbitration hearings, 
which resulted in investors not getting cases heard on a timely basis and incurring extra costs," 
said Linda Fienberg, President of FINRA Dispute Resolution. "We believe the proposed 
revisions will curb any abuses and ensure that investors maintain the right to have their 
arbitration claims heard."  

Under FINRA's proposal, if a party (typically a respondent firm) files a dispositive motion before 
a claimant finishes presenting its case, the arbitration panel would be limited to three grounds on 
which to grant the motion: if the parties settled their dispute in writing; "factual impossibility," 
meaning the party could not have been associated with the conduct at issue; or the existing 6
year time limit on the submission of arbitration claims. The rule proposal also would require that 
arbitrators hold a hearing on such motions and that any decision to grant a motion to dismiss be 
unanimous, and be accompanied by a written explanation.  

The proposed amendments also would require the panel to assess against the filing party all 
forum fees associated with hearings on dispositive motions if the panel denies the motion, and 
would require the panel to award costs and attorneys' fees to the party that opposed a dispositive 
motion deemed frivolous by the panel. Under the rule proposal, when a respondent files a 
dispositive motion after the conclusion of the claimant's case, the provisions above would not 
apply. However, the rule would not preclude the arbitrators from issuing an explanation or 
awarding costs or fees. 

The rule amendments now go to the Securities and Exchange Commission for review and 



approval. 

FINRA Dispute Resolution is the largest securities dispute resolution forum in the world. FINRA 
facilitates the efficient resolution of monetary, business and employment disputes between 
investors, securities firms and employees of securities firms by offering both arbitration and 
mediation services through a network of hearing locations across the United States. FINRA has a 
total of 73 hearing locations in all 50 states, Puerto Rico and London. For a complete list, see the 
FINRA Dispute Resolution map of regional offices and mediation hearing locations. To initiate a 
mediation or arbitration online or to find out more about FINRA Dispute Resolution forum, visit 
FINRA's Web Site www.finra.org. 

FINRA, the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority, is the largest non-governmental regulator 
for all securities firms doing business in the United States. Created in 2007 through the 
consolidation of NASD and NYSE Member Regulation, FINRA is dedicated to investor 
protection and market integrity through effective and efficient regulation and complementary 
compliance and technology-based services. FINRA touches virtually every aspect of the 
securities business-from registering and educating all industry participants to examining 
securities firms; writing and enforcing rules and the federal securities laws; informing and 
educating the investing public; providing trade reporting and other industry utilities; and 
administering the largest dispute resolution forum for investors and registered firms. For more 
information, please visit our Web site at www.finra.org. 

©2007 FINRA. All rights reserved. | Legal Notices and Privacy Policy. 
FINRA is a trademark of the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority, Inc.  

http:www.finra.org
http:www.finra.org
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Award 
NASD Dispute 'Resolution 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Between: 

Name ofthe Claimant 
Michael Kostoff 

Names of the Respondents 
Vincent Cervone 
Yankee Financial, Inc. 
Fleet Securities, Inc. 

- - - . .-

Case Number:04-04259 

Hearing Site: Orlando, Florida 

- -

Nature of the Dispute: Customer vs. Member and Associated Person. 

RlEPRESENTATION OF PARTIES 

For Michael Kostoff, hereinafter referred to as "Claimant": Theodore M. Davis, Esq., Brooklyn, 
NewYork. 

For Vincent Cervane,hereinafterreferred to as"Respondent Cervone": Timothy Feil, Esq., 
Finkdstein & Feil, U P ,Garden City, New York. 

For Yankee Financial, Inc., hereinafter referred to as '+Respondent Yankee": Lawrence R. 
Oelber, Esq., Brooklyn, New Yark. 

For F l d  Securities, Inc.,hereinafter referred to as "RespondentFleet":David L. Becker, k q . ,  
Davidson & Gramum, LW.,Orangeburg,New York. 

CASE INFORMATION 

Statement ofClaim filed on or about: June 9,2004. 
Claimant signed the Uniform SubmissionAgreement: June 9,2004. 
Statement ofAnswer and Motion to Dismiss filed by Respondent Yankee on or about: July 15, 
2004. 
Statement ofAnswer filed by Respondent Fleet on or about: August 3,2004. 
Statement ofAnswer filed by Respondent Cervone on or about: August 24,2004. 
Respondent Cervone signed the Uniform SubmissionAgreement: August 24,2004 
Respondent Fleet signed the Uniform Submission Agreement: September 20,2004. 
Respondent Yankee did not file an executed Unifonn Submission Agreement. 
Motion for Dehult ofRespondent Cervone filed by Claimant on or about: August 25,2004. 
Amended Answer andMotion to Dismiss filed by Respondent Fleet on or about: September 14, 
2004. 
Motion in Support ofClaimant's Amendment to the Statement of  Claim with Amended 
Statement of Claim filed by Claimant on or about;November 5,2004. 
Answer to Amwded Statement ofClaim fited by Respondent Cervone on or about:November 
12,2004. 
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Oppositionto Claimant'sMotion to Amend andReplyin Support ofRespondent Fleet's Motion 
to Dismiss filed by Responde~tFleet on or about: November 22,2004. 
Motion to Quash Respondent Fleet's Opposition to Claimant's Amended StatementofClaim 
filed by Claimant on or about November 22,2004. 
Rcsponsc to Claimant's Motion to Quash filedby Respondent Fleet on or about: November 23, 
2004. 
Answer and Reply to Claimant's Amended Statement of CIaim filed by Respondent Yankee on 
or about: December 6,2004. 
Motion to QuashRespondent Yankee's Tardy Answer to Claimant's Amendment to Statement of 
Claim filed by Claimant on or about: December 8,2004. 
Response to Claimant's Motion to Quash filed by Respondent Yankee on or about: December 8, 
2004. 
Motion to Supplement Statement ofClaim with SuppIement to the Amendment to the Statement 
of Claim and Motion to Add Richard F. Kresge as a Fourth Respondent filed by Claimant on or 
about: February 4,2005. 
Oppositionto Claimant's Supplemental Motion to Amend the Statementof Claim filed by 
Respondent Yankee on or about: February 11,2005. 
Motion to Strike Claimant's Statementof Claim filedbyRespondent Yankee on or about: 
February 14,2005. 
Opposition to Claimant's Supplemental Motion to Amend and its Support for Fleet's Motion to 
Dismiss filed by Respondent Fleet on or about: February 18,2005. 
Motion to Dismiss Damage Clairn inExcess of$3,500.00filed by Respondent Yankee on or 
about:April 22,2005. 
Claimant's Memorandum Concerning April 29,2005 Pre-hearingConference filed an or about: 
April 28,2005. 
Supplement toRespondent Yankee's Motion to Dismiss Damage Claims in Excess of $3,500.00 
filed by Respondent Yankee on or about:May 2,2005. 
Reply to Claimant's Memorandum ConcerningApril 29,2005 Pre-hearing Confaace  filed by 
Respondent Fleet on or about:May 10,2005. 

CASE SUMMARY 

Claimant asserted the following causesof action: 1) suitability;2) fMure to supervise; 3) 
negligent misrepresentation; 4) unauthorized trading; 5) churning; 6)respondeat superior;7) f a i ~  
dealing; and 8) breach offiduciaryduty. The causes of action relate to the purchase and sale of 
highly speculative shares ofstocks includingNeomagic Corp., Netmanage ITIF.,Pointe 
Communications Corp., Pro-Dex Inc.,Cypress BiosciencesInc.,and Netcurrents Inc. 

Unless specifitly admitted in their Answers, Respandents denied the allegationsmade in the 
Statement ofClaim and asserted variousdefenses. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

Claimant requested: 1) compensatory damages in the amount of$114,375.10; 2) punitive 
damages in the amount of $500,000.00;3) interest; 4) costs; 5) attorneys' fees; and 6 )  such other 
and furtherrelief as the undersigned arbitrators (the"FaneP3deemed just and proper. 

RespondentCervane requested: I )  dismissalof the claims in all respects, including the claim for 
punitive damages; and 2) that all disbursements and costs in defending this actionbe assessed 



Jun 27 05 10:27p T h e o d o r e  M Davis, Esq .  718 399 7086 P - 7 
d u n . 2 7 .  2005 5 : 2 \ P M  MASD N o . 1 0 4 5  P .  1/13 

NASD Dispute Resolution 
Atbitration No. 04-04259 
Award Pane 3 

against Claimant, including NASD fees and attorneys' fees. 

Respondent Yankee requested: 1) dismissal or denial ofthe claims;2)reasonablecosts,fees and 
expenses incurred, includingNASD costs andsurcharges,incidental casts and expenses, and 
reasonable attorneys' fees in an amount not less than $12,500.00; and 3) such other and further 
relief as justice and equity require. 

Respondent Fleet requested: 1) dismissal of all claims; and 2) costs. 

OTHER ISSUES CONSIDERED AND DECIDED 

Respondent Yankee did not file with NASD Dispute Resolution a properly executed Uniform 
SubmissionAgreement but is required to submit to arbitration pursuant to the NASD Code of 
Arbitration Procedure (the "Code") and, having answered the claim, is bound by the 
determinationof the Panel on all issues submitted. 

On or about February24,2005,thePanel accepted Claimant's Amended Statementof Claim 
except Claimant's claim on abuse of the elderly. 

On or about April 28,2005, Claimant filed a notice oftentative settlement with Respondent 
Cervone and request to toll until the s~tlementterms were complete. At the evidentiary hearing, 
Claimant confirmed settlement with Respondent Cervone. 

On or about May 18,2005, the Panel denied Respondent Fleet's Motion to Dismiss. 

On or about May 31,2005,Claimant filed anotice ofsettlement as to Respondent Cervone and 
released Respondent Cervone as a party to the above-captionedarbitration proceeding. 

On or about June 6,2005, Respondent Yankee notified NASD Dispute Resolution that Claimant 
and Respondent Yankee had enteredinto a compromiseresolutionofthis matter and that 
Respondent Yankee would no longer require the services of the Panel. At the evidentiary 
hearing, Claimant confirmed settlement with Respondent Yankee. 

The Panel: 1) dcnicd Claimant'sMotion to Add Richard F. Kresge as a Fourth Respondent; and 
2) denied Respondent Yankee's Motionto Dismiss Damage Claims in Excess of $3.500.00. 

The parties agreed that the Award in this mattes may be executed in counterpart copies or that a 
handwritten,signedAward may be entered. 

AWARD 

After considering the pleadings, tbe testimony and evidence presented at the hearing, and the 
post-hearingsubmissions (if any), the Panel has decided in full and final resolution of the issues 
submitted for determination as follows: 

1 .  Respondent Fleet is liable and shall pay to Claimant compensatory damages in the 
amount of $1 14,375.10, plus pre-judgment interest that shall accrue at the Florida 
statutory rate for the period of June 1,2001 until paid. 
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2. Respondmt Fleet is liable and shall pay to Claimant punitive damages in theamount of 
$343,125-30.Punitive damages clle awarded pursuant to Sections 517,211(6), 768.72, 
786.737 and 768.725, Florida Statutes. 

3. The Panel found by the testimonyand exhibits presented that Respondent, U.S. Clearing, 
a division ofFleet Securities, hc..contracted with Glen Michael FinanciaVYankee 
requiring compliancewith the rulesofthe NYSE and NASD for the handling of 
customers accounts. They in turn agreed to act as the clearing agent for respondents Glen 
Michael FinancialNankc Financial and its broker Vincent Cervone. Under that contract 
Claimant became a third party beneficiaryand Respondent had a duty la monitor the 
originatingbrokerage. Under theFlorida "'BlueSky"Statutes, the rules and regulations 
o f  the Securities and ExchangeAct, the clearing contract, and notice to this Claimant to 
act as the "Back Office"administratorfor the former Co-Respondents, Claimant had a 
right to rely onFleer for fairdealing. By this,Respondent U.S. ClearindFleet, had a duty 
to be aware ofthe Claimant's opening documents; and Lhe obvioustotdly incompatible 
objectives as filed with the Respondent on a Respondent provided form. Respondent 
U.S. Clearinfl1ee.t equally had the duty to be aware of the malfunctioningofthe Broker-
Dealer GlenMichael FinanciaWankeeFinancial and Broker Vincent Cervone, and in 
matter of fact was so aware at all times during the durationofClaimant's Account. The 
enabling of this combination to continue as Yankee Financial was shown to fall squarely 
onRespondent U.S. Clearing/Fleet. Itwas aFleet agent who,aware of the impending 
closing for cause of the Glen Michael office, not wishing to lose the business of this 
brokerage office, knowingly, willfirlly and wantonly cowpired to bring together a 
successor Broker-Dealer so as to enable the offending Glen Michael Financial to change 
its' name to Yankee Financial to continue to &fraud this Claimant. M u g h u t  the 
association ofU,S Clearing/ Fleet, and the offading Brokerage,Glen Michael 
PinancialNankee, its' broker Viacent Cervone, Fleet was aware and undw the 
circumstanceshad a duty to be aware of the constant churning ofClaimant's account in 
unsuitable and unauthorized inveshnents which is a statutory fraud in the State ofFlorida 
under Chapter 517. Indeed the Panel found that Fleet was the major factor in allowing 
the fleecing of Claimant's brokerage account andjoined with the broker and broker-
dealer in total violationof,SecuritiesExchangeAct,rule lob-5, and Florida Statutes 517, 
where mere negligence is the standardof liability. 

4. Respondent Fleet is liable rurd shall pay to Claimant costs and attorneys' fees in amounts 
to be determinedby a court ofcompetentjurisdiction. Attorneys' fees a e  awarded 
pursuant to Chapter 5 17, Florida Statutes. 

5 .  Any and all relief not specificalIy addressedherein is denied. 

FEES-
Pursuant to the Code, the following fees are assessed: 

Filinp Fees 
NASD Dispute Resolutionwill retain or collect the non-refundable filing fees for each claim: 

The Panel waived the initial claim filing fee in the amount of $375.00. 
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Member Fees 
Member feesare assessedto each member firm that is a party in these proceedings or to the 
member firm(^) that employed the associated person(s) at the time ofthe event(s) giving rise to 
the dispute. Accordingly. RespondentsFleet and Yanlcee are parties and member firms. 

Rcspondent Fleet: 
Member surcharge =$2,250.00 
Pre-hearing process fee =$ 750.00 
Bearin2 process fee =$4,000.00 
Total Member Fees =$ 7,000.00 

Respondent Yankee: 
Member surcharge =$2,250.00 
Pre-hearing process fee = $ 750.00 
hear in^ nrocess fee = $4,000.00 
Total Member Fees =$ 7,000.00 

Adjournment Fees 
Adjournments granted during these proceedings for which feeswere assessed: 

There were no adjournmeot fees assessed during these proceedings. 

Three-Dav Cancellation Fees 
Fees apply when a hearing on the merits is postponed or settled within three business daysbefore 
the start of a scheduledhearing session: 

There were no three-day cancellation fees assessed during these proceedings. 

Injunctive Reilef Fees 
Injunctive relief fees are assessed to each member or  associaXed person who files for a temporary 
injunction in court. Parties in these cases arc also assessed arbitrator travel expenses and costs 
when an arbitrator is requiredto travel outside his or her bearing location and additional 
arbitratorhonoraria for the hearing for permanent injunction. These fees,except the injunctive 
relief surcharge, are assessed equally against each party unless ohemvise directed by tbe panel. 

There were no injunctive relief fees assessed during these proceedings. 

Forum Fees and Assessments 
The Panel has assessed forum feesfor each session conducted, A sessionis any meeting 
between the parties and the arbitratorfs), including a pre-hearing conference with the 

-

arbitrator(s), that lasts four (4) hours or less. Fees associatedwith these proceedings are: 

Three (3) Pre-hearing sessionswith Panel @ $1,200.00 per session =$3,600.00 
Pre-hearing conferences: December 6,2004 1 session 

February 24,2005 1 session 
May 18,2005 1 session 

Four (4) Hearing sessions @ $1,200.00 per session 
Hearing Dates: June 14,2005 2 sessions 
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June 15,2005 2 sessions 

Forum Fees - $8,400.00 

The Panel has assessed the tatd forum fees in the amount of $8,400.00 to Respondent Fleet 

Administrative Costs 
Administrative costs are expenses incurred due to a request by aparty for special services 
beyond the normal administrative seru'ices. These include, but n ~ tlimited to, additional copies 
ofarbitrator awards, copies ofaudio trmcnpts, remeval ofdocuments born archives. 
interpreters, and security. 

There were no administrative costs incurred during these proceedings. 

Fee Summary 

Respondent Yankee is solely liable for: 
Member Fees = $7,000.00 
Total Fees -$7,000.00 
Less pavments = $3.000.00 
Balance Due NASD Dispute Resolution = $4,000.00 

Respondent Fleet is solely liable for: 
Member Fees = $ 7,000.00 
Forum Fees = $ 8,400.00 
Total Fees =$I5,400.00 
Less payments =$ 7,000.00 
Balance Due NASD Dispute Resolution = $ 8,400.00 

All balances are payable to NASD Dispute Resolution and are due upon receipt pursuant to Rule 
10330(g) of the Code. 

ARBITRATION PANEL 

W. A. Warlake 
William S. GIicWeld, Esq. 
P.David Lenberg 

Concurring Arbitrators' Si~nstures 

W. A. Westlake 
Public Arbitrator, Presiding Chairperson 

/d 
William S. Glickfield, Esq. 
Public Arbitrator 

Public Arbitrator, Presiding Chairperson 
PublicArbitrator 

- Non-Public Arbitraror 

June 27.2005 
Signature Date 

June 27,2005 
Signatwe Date 
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Is/ 
P. David Isenberg 
Non-Public Arbitrator 

June27,2005 
Date ofService (For NASD Dispute Resolutionuse only) 

June 27.2005 
Signawe Date 
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All balulcobam payable toNASDDiaputc RwmIutim andprsdue uqanmeiptp w u m t  toR d c  
!0330(0) d&ca&. 

- Public *(rtrttraror, PresJding&&peram 
M bArbUrrr~or 
N d l t c ~ l kA rbirrtllor 
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The Piulcl hw w ~ s s a dthe total fanun fees in themount of$8,400.00to 'RsspondtntFleet. 

,&tmialstr&tiutCarts 
Administmtivc costs prt expenses incurred due to a requestby a p q for speoid services 
beyond the aonnal adminietnativesanices. These include,but not limited to, additional copies 
o i ~ b i m rawards, copies ofaudio trlrucripts, rcuitvd of documents h marchives, 
interpreters, and security. 

There wue  no administrativecost6 incurred duringthese proceedings. 

Respondent Yrrdkaa ksolely liable for: 
- J p f 7 . 0 Q O . D Q--
Total Fees -57,000.00 
b u s  vavmcnts lr$3,000.00 
B h e  Due NASD Dispute Resolution = S4.000.00 

Respondent Fleet issolely liable far: 
MemberFees - % 7,000.00 

cw =S 8.400,OO 
T ~ t a lFees =$15,400.00 
Lwspaymentg . = $ 7.CroO.oQ 
Ballslncc Due NASD DisputeRcaoluti~n ES 8,400.00 

MI balances am payable 2 0  NASD Dispute ~eso lkanand are ducupon~cctiprpuru-t Rule 
1M30(g) ofthe Code. 

u! A. FYaFtl& 
WilEiPm S. Gli&$eLd, &q. 
P.David Isetaberg 

W. A, Wcsrlake 
Public Axbitrator, PctSiding Chairpenon 

h 

. -
Public Arbitrator 
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